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The Pheasant and Farmiand Wildlife Recovery Plan is an innovative ap-
proach to reverse the alamming decline of Washington’s tarmiand wildiife
populdations. An example of that decline occurred in the Columbla Basin
Federal irmigation Project. This agricuttural area resutted from the construc-
tion of Grand Coulee Dam and subsequent diversion of water from the
Columbia River south to the arid rangelands of central Washington. The
development created a diversity of farmiand wildlife.

As farming practices have become increasingly efficient, wildlife habitat
has disappeared. For example, the Grant County pheasant harvest in
1963 was 134,000 birds. In 1988, that harvest count was approximately
23.000. A reduction of 111,000 birds within a 25-year period. One of the
mMajor reasons for the decline was the loss of small parcels of permanent

habitat. These plots have been eliminated by practices known as "clean
faming.”

The recovery plan would provide for the acquisition of 8.000 acres in small,
strategically located. permanent habitat plots (1-10 acres in size). These
plots would be purchased throughout the Columbia Basin Project area
and other agricutture lands of eastem Washington over a ten-year period.

An additional 2,000 acres of similar habitat and 4,000 acres of nesting
cover would be ieased through payments to land owners (londowner
compensation). This provides complimentary, but shor-term benefit. It
could not be relied upon to insure continuing retums on the initial invest-
ment. The majority of the plots should be held in public ownership.

The cost 1o implement this program over a ten-year period would be ap-
proximately $25.500,000. This includes all associated costs.

The Pheasant and Farmiand Wildlife Habitat Recovery Plan would:
» Increase pheasant and other wildlife populations.
+ Rediisticallly ensure the future of farmiland wildlife.

» Increase wildlife-related recreational opporunities in eastem
Washington.

» Relnforce economic activity in wildlife-related businesses and other
services in rural communities and urban population centers.
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During the iate 1940s and Into the 50s and &0s, the habitat base for pheas-
anis declined because of changing agricultural practices in the dryland
faming areas of Lincoln, Spokane and Whitman counties. Attention to
that loss was temporarily diverted by the creation of excellent habitat and

- Its comesponding high densities of pheasants in new federal irigation proj-

ects in eastern Washington.,

Pheasant populations boomed in response to these new agricuitural de-
velopments. During the early to mid-1960s. these areas offered exceptional
pheasant hunting opportunity. The Columbia Basin received national
attention. In 1963, Grant County aione had a harvest of over 134.000
pheasants. That harvest exceeds the current eastem Washington total in
1988 by approximatety 3.500 birds. Today Grant County’s harvest has been
reduced to 22,928 (1988 season).

As imigated famning practices were modemized during the 1970s and 80s
prime wiidlife habitat disoappeared. Population surveys and harvest data
began to show a considerable decline in pheasant numbers (see figure N.
Simuitaneousty, the number of upland bird hunters began to dwindte.
Since 1981, there has been a 52 percent decrease in eastem Washington
upland bird hunting activities.

Comparison of Available Habitat 1o Average Male Pheasant Densities
in the Columbia Basin Project of Central Washington 19560 - 1985

s

30
a5 25
20
0 R I
- " \./\,
\ :
7o o e .
\ 1950 1945 1070 1975 1980 198§
Yoor
® — R R B S
10 \\.—'\.
5
0 } + i + |
1940 1965 1970 1975 19680 1965
YEAR

Available Habitat
{(percent of agricuturai iands net farmad)



Management
Principles

These declines were caused by the reduction in the amount, distribution
and quality of permanent habitat. Modem agricutture, grazing and
residentiat development have reduced this habitat to smait isolated
islands. Pheasant densities within the imigated farmiands are now ap-
proaching levels similar to those that existed prior to irigation develop-
ment, 1t is evident that areas of clean faming are no more suitable for
pheasants than arid rangsiands.

Throughout North America. leases and agreements in conjunction with
pheasant management histotically have shown only short-term benefits.
As a leased area reaches productive potential, changes in ownership,
famning technoiogy and crop prices often cause the land to be re-
claimed for production. Deletion of the deveioped habitat generally
follows. The resulting loss of time, money and effort would have not oc-
curred ff that land had been acquired outright.

This was vividly demonstrated in eastem Washington during the 1950s. A
habitat enhancement program was initiated that provided multiftora rose

stock and planting assistance to private landowners for the creation of
permanent cover.

In theory the program was excellent, but unfortunately there was no
conirol over the land where the rose was planted. Subsequently, very
few, if any, of those originat plantings still remain. That program had a ten-
year budget of $250,000 dollars. Those public monies were essentially iost.

To undersiand management needs, one must first understand the follow-
ing basic biclogical and managemesnt princioles invehod with the spe-
cies.

1. Annual Range - In general, pheasants spend their entire life on an area
approximately one square mile or 640 acres in size. This space is g defink
tion of a pheasant’s annual or home range. Although a pheasant’s move-
ments will sometime exceed these parameters, it is an exception rather
than the rule. Therefore, visualize that a pheasant travels up to 1/2 mile in
any direction from @ given point where pemnanent cover exists,

2. Permanent Cover - Historically this type of habitat in pheasant range
(i.e. cattails and willows, woody plantings, windbreaks) has been referred
to as winter cover. This connotation is misleading as it indicates to most
that pheasants use this cover only during the late fall and winter. it should
be called retention cover.

3. Retenfion Cover - Retention cover is that permanent habitat which
retains a popuiation of pheasants within a specific square mile of land,
thereby allowing the species to utilize the other habitat components that
exist there. The best possible retention cover in the imigated farmiand of
eastemn Washington is cattail patches mixed with willow.

4. Overlopping Populations - individual populations occur within each
square mile as defined by the annual range. During the peak of pheas-
ant production, which occurred in the 1960s. there were essentialty hun-
dreds of separate viable populations that overapped. creating a larger
overall population. Today, vast agricuttural areas support only a limited
number of pheasants and other farmiand wildlife. A few sections of land
with acceptable levels of retention cover still support acceptable densi-
ties. Unfortunately, they are scattered and isolated. This resuits in the
fragmentation of populations and lack of genetic interchange. Presently,
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there is a minimal number of these individual populations thereby reduc-
ing the overall population to g marginai level.

5. Food, Water and Cover - The gvailability and quaility of these habitat
components detemine the success of any wildlife species. Food and
water are still available in the farmiands of eastern Washington. Although
the diversity of crops may have been reduced. there are still adequate
crop residues o meet a pheasant's basic needs. On imigated cropiands
water is readily available. The one component that has been severaty
reduced is the amount of permanent retention cover. That loss is primarily
responsible for the severe reduction in pheasant numbers.

Pheasants require permanent retention-type cover 10 sustain populations.
Habitat in the form of cattails mixed with willows and other woody cover
types within the imigated farmiands of eastem Washington is essential,
During the 1960s pheasant boom, this form of habitat was widely avail-
able. Farming practices then left many such rough areas untouched.
Today, these types of areas are no longer present in any great quantity.
To maintain and/or enhance pheasant populations for the future, man-
agement must be directed at creation and preservation of areas charac-
terized by this cover fype.

The aim of this program is to acquire and develop critical retention-type
pheasant habitat in a strategic manner in the high density pheasant areas
of eastem Washington. These include the Columnbia Basin, Yakima area
and poertions of the central, eastem and southeastem counties. This would
primarily be accomplished by fee title purchase with the assistaiice of
landowner compensation, leases and agreements. Other management
elements such as iandowner compensation for nesting cover, roadway
management, habitat enhancement and public access would be driven
by and complementary to the acquisition and development stage.

» Permanent habitat plots (1-10 acres in size), would be acquired and
developed in ciose proximity to one another (1/2 - 1 miie apart). Areas ai-
ready in the desired cover (cattails and willows) would be purchased to
insure preservation of the local population.

* Purchases in conjunction with existing habitat should average approxi-
mately 20 acres per square mile. The preferred option would be to have
five (8) plots totaling 20 acres within one square mile rather than one (1)
plot equaling 20 acres. Strategic placement will maximize benefits per
acre acquired plus generate species overiap and the creation of g larger
population (see figure 2).

« These areas will be surveyed, fenced and signed to identify them to the
public. Many of the sites would be scheduled for habitat improvements.
Where feasible, plots would be allowed to reestablish naturally as in the
case of cattail rejuvenation. Weed controt would be performed on a con-
tinuing basis to minimize potential problems.

« Populction dala would be collected to measure population levels and
response compared tO adjacent areas deflcient in habitat,

« Landowner compensation payments would be used to assist in reaching
the average 20 acre retention cover quota per square mile. Compensa-
tion to create or leave nesting cover averaging 15 acres per square mile
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Figure 2

Costs

would be based on the amount of permanent retention cover already
present (see figure 2). Nesting cover is generally the most productive
when it is in close proximity to permanent cover. Landowner compansa-
tion expenditures for nesting cover wouid not be authorized for areas
deficient in retention cover (within 1/2 mile). Pheasants wouid not be
present in sufficient numbers in these areas to utilize the enhanced com-
ponent and therefore justify the expense.

+ Emphasis would be directed ot the irrigated farmiands of eastern Wash-
ington. inifially, efforts would be concentrated in Grant, Adams and
Franklin counties within the Columbia Basin Project to maximize resuts.
However, program dollars would be avaitable for use in other eastern
Washington familand areas based on wildlife needs and land availability.
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Overall program costs are reduced significantly by the amount of existing
pemanent cover already present in an areaq. For example, in the Colum:-
bia Basin Project there are numerous federal, and to a lesser degree,
existing private lands that would suffice for all or part of the average 20
acre per square mile quota of retention cover. Mitigation measures (i.e.,
Grand Coulee) could further reduce totat expenditures.

Additional staff are necessary for implementation of this pian. Landowner
compensation contracts, fencing. signing and weed conirol on managed
lands wili require additional manpower. A minimum of two habitat devel
opment specialists in the program emphasis area of the Columbia Basin
Project is required. This would add up to an additional $50,000 per new
specialist annually including vehicle purchase. in addition, an administra-
tive position is needed to coordinate and monitor the program to ensure
consistency for maximum retum on expenditures. The total of these costs
would amount to $150.000 annually.

The primary elements and approximate annual costs involved in implem-
entation of the program include the following:

» Acquisition - Fee title costs will average approximately $1,000 per acre
for land suitable for conversion to retention cover.

o Pre-acquisition Costs - Appraisals, surveys, hazardous waste evaluations
and recording costs will amount to approximately $700 per acre.

» Development Costs - Fencing. signing and plant materials where
needed will cost approximately $1,100 per acre.



* Landowner Compensation - Efforts wouid be directed at astablishment
of retention cover with nesting cover as a secondary priority. Payments
would average $30 an acre for permanent cover and $5Q for nesting
cover (annual cost).

» Impiementation and Management Costs - Additional staff positions in
the department’s Wildlife Management Division that are required (2 fleld
and 1 administrative) and equipment would add approximately $188 per
acre annugily.

Acquisition Cosis Per Acre Total

Acquisition (Fee Title) .. $1,000

Pre-acquisition Costs (Admmls’rrc’rlve) ..$700

DevelopMENT COSES ...t seesess st oo e sesmserersneses $1.100

Sub Total $2,800
Operation and Mainfenance e e

Implementation & Management COstS ... eeeeeevoreeeoeoeoo $188
Totat Costs Per Acre $2,988
Total Annual Acquisition and Maintenance Costs

Acquisition costs for retention ¢cover

averaging 800 ACTES POT YOQI ... enisieeee e e erens $2,390,400
Annud Landowner Compensation Costs

Landowner compensation for retention cover

averaging 200 GCres PEI VAT ....c..ceccvvveir s ieeeeneeeeeeeeessseesenns $6.000

Landowner compensation for nesting

cover averaging 400 QCTes PeF YEAT .........cveevvecieserereeseeenen $20.000

Total $26,000
Average Annual Infiation

Inflation costs are compounded at 5%

annually over the program tem (10 years)

Totat $133,223
Annual Cost Tolal $2,549,623

These costs can be utilized in calculating various levels of plon imptemen-
tation over a 10-year period.

Pheasant/Farmland Habitat Program Implementation Costs

Plan
Implem-
entcrtion
Level

50%
75%
100%

Total # Acres of
Acquisition and
Landowner
Comp. for Reten-
tion Cover

lyr 10yrs

S00 5,000
750 7.500
1,000 10,000

Minimum
Total # Acres # of Total
of Landowner Familand
Comp. for Acres
Nesting Cover Benefited f-_;
lyr 10yrs 1yr 10 yrs. Annual Cost Total Cost |
200 2.000 16000 160,000 $1274817  $12.748.170 Z
300 3,000 24,000 240,000 $1.912225 519,122,250
400 4,000 32,000 320.000 $2,549.623 $25.496,230




Expected Benefits
or Resuits

Summary

= Acquisition and development of piots in strategic locations within an
area will provide the habitat necessary Yo sustain and enlarge pheasant
populdtions. Without such a program. populations will continue to de-
creqse, providing little recredtional opportunity in the future.

¢ All wildlife common to the project areas would benefit. Many cther
wildlife species associated with farmiands are also dependent on this type
of permanent cover. This program would allow for the enhancement and
diversification of nongome wiidlife in these areas.

« It will take 1-3 years after development before a noticeable response
from farmiand wildiife will be evident.

» Public hunting and wildiife viewing areas would be available through
creation of these plots. This would spread hunting pressure, thereby reliov-
ing farmer/sports enthusiast's conflicts. Potentially it would also satisfy a
portion of the increasing demand statewide fot opportunity to expatence
wildlife in a non-consumptive manner on @ year-round basts.

. Washingioh wildlife sports enthusiasts will support this type of habitat en-
hancement program. Money contributed to the state’s economy by
pheasant and famiand wildiife-reiated activities would expand greatly.

» Increases in revenue to farmiand communities would occur as addl-
tional recreational opportunities would be available in these areas.

Pheasant populalions as we know them {odcy cannot sustain themseives
in the future given the rapld advances in agricultural technology. Cuiing
the 503, 60s and early 70s. famers produced pheasants as a by-product
associated with their farming methods. That methodology has advanced
to the point where a conscious management effort will have to be made
to retain this resource.

in the past, pheasant management programs have relied on agreements
with the private landowner. This type of management has shown only
shoit-term benefits and has not reversed the downward frend of habitat
loss. To effectively manage pheasant popuiations and farmiand wildlife,

the basis for any habitat development program must be public ownership
and control.

Management must now actively seek a means of replacing farmiand
wildlife that has been and will continue to be lost. This program not only
provides that means but also the additional hunting and viewing areas
necessary 1o meet future public demands. To be effective. contemporary
resource managers must evaluate the past, enhance the present and
ensure the future.



